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In any event the decision is not readily explicable. By Irish
law, as well as by English law, a marriage settlement is void-
able, in the sense that it is treated as valid unless repudiated
by the infant within a reasonable time after the attainment of
majority.1 Since there had been no repudiation within thirty-
five years after that event, why was the settlement not valid
even by the infant's pre-marriage lex domicilii? The true ex-
planation seems to be that the House of Lords considered
Scots law as well as Irish law to be a governing factor. By
Irish law she might repudiate the contract or leave it in opera-
tion. By Scots law, the law of her new domicil, she could do
nothing but repudiate it, since to ratify it or to leave it un-
repudiated would constitute a gift that was revocable as being
a donation inter virum et uxorem* The decision, therefore, does
not support the view that capacity to make a marriage settle-
ment depends upon the lex domicilii at the time of the contract.
^/Viditzv. O'Hagan* is a curious case, in which the facts were
agf* th5—
^-"	A domiciled Englishwoman, under twenty-one years of age, made a
marriage settlement at Berne in view of her approaching marriage with
a domiciled Austrian. The settlement was voidable by English law; i.e.
it could be rescinded by the settlor after attaining her majority, though
it would become irrevocable if not rescinded within a reasonable time
after that event. The rule of Austrian law, the law of the matrimonial
domicil, was that the husband and wife might revoke the settlement at
any time. Twenty-nine years after the settlement, i.e. long after it had
become irrevocable by English law, the husband and wife executed an
instrument in the Austrian form by which they exercised the right of
revocation. They then brought the present action against the English
trustees claiming a declaration that the settlement had been annulled.
It was held by the Court of Appeal that they were entitled to the
declaration, since the power of revoking the settlement was a matter for
Austrian law.
In other words, by English law the wife could repudiate the
contract, provided that she did so within a reasonable time
after attaining her majority; by Austrian law, to which she
later became subject, she could always repudiate it. Therefore
the joint operation of the two laws rendered effective what the
parties had done.
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